
 

Presentation to California Workforce Investment Board 

Sacramento, CA 

 

October 30, 2012 

 
 

 

 

Chris Benner 

University of California, Davis 

ccbenner@ucdavis.edu 



Steel-production, material 

transformation 

Work, job, career and 

generational stability 

Single employer largely 

controlled labor process 

Union—clear role in 

negotiating work and 

employment conditions 



 Information transformation 

 87% of all job growth 1990-2001 
in firms that didn't exist in 1990.  

 In driving industry clusters, newly 
established firms accounted for 
260,000 new jobs, while firms 
that existed in 1990 lost 120,000 

 Top 100 “half-life” of about 7 
years.  

 Median job tenure: 30 months,  

 Market-mediated “employability” 
management; networked 
production 
 

 



The jobs crisis 

The inequality crisis 

The political crisis 

The workforce investment              

opportunity 
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Gini Index by State
(2007-2009)

Note: The Gini coefficient is a measure of income inequality. A zero coefficient implies that all households in a state have exactly the same amount of 
wealth, while a coefficient of 1.0 means a single household has all the state's income.

Once considered a land of opportunity, 

California is now one of the most 

unequal states in the U.S. 
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Re g io n s  a n d  Cit ie s

CMYK ROYAL PPC 234x 156 15MM BLeed

Re g io n s  a n d  Cit ie s

9 780415 517812

ISBN 978-0-415-51781-2

In recent years, analysts have pointed to rising inequality in the U .S. as an underlying factor in both our social 

fragmentation and economic underperf ormance. This book argues for the possibility of “just growth” – a 

framework in which the imperatives of equity have been coupled with strategies to shore up the economy – and 

suggests that much can be learned from efforts to couple prosperity and inclusion at a metropolitan or regional 

level in the United States.

The authors use a nested approach that combines quantitative analysis of the largest 192 metropolitan regions 

in the U.S. with a set of seven in-depth case studies to help uncover the subtle and detailed processes, policies, 

and institutional arrangements that might help explain mor e equitable growth (or its absence) in metropolitan 

settings. In both their regressions and their narrative, the authors point to the stabilizing eff ect of the public 

sector, the impact of deconcentrating po verty, the growth-enhancing but equity-reducing impacts of having a large 

immigrant population, the influe nt i al  r ole of a minority middle class, and the importance of leadership efforts to 

develop a shared understanding of regional problems and futures amongst diverse constituencies.

Breaking new ground in its innovative blend of quantitative and qualitative methods, the book essentially argues 

that another sort of growth is indeed possible. While offering specific ins i ght s f or regional leaders and analysts 

of metropolitan areas, the authors also draw a broader – and quite timely – set of conclusions about how to 

scale up these efforts to address a U.S. economy still seeking to recover from economic crisis and ameliorate 

distributional divisions. 

Chris Benner  is Associate Professor in Human and Community Development at the University of California 

Davis, USA.

Manuel Pastor is Professor of Geography and American Studies and Ethnicity at the Univ ersity of Southern 

California and Director of the USC Program for Environmental and Regional Equity, as well as co-Director of the 

Center for the Study of Immigrant Integration.

www.routledge.com







Conventional wisdom in economics 

 Need for large-scale investment 

 Shift from low to high productivity 

 Incentives and motivation 

But, new equity and growth synergies? 

 Keynesian economics 

 Countries in the global south 

 Regions in the U.S. 

 

 

 

 



  

 City-Suburb income gaps associated with stagnation in regional 

income and jobs (Savitch et al. 1993) 

 Per capita income growth faster where poverty gaps and 

segregation lower (Pastor et al. 2000) 

 Income inequality associated with lower 

savings rates (linked with financial and social 

distress, including bankruptcies, high 

commute times, divorce) (Frank et al. 2010) 

 Racial inclusion and equality strongest predictor of 

four different measures of regional growth (Austrian et 

al. 2007) 

 Relationship between equity and growth is 

stronger in ‘weak-market’ regions than fast growth 

regions (Pastor and Benner 2008) 



 

Source:  Fund for our Economic Future, North East Ohio 

http://www.futurefundneo.org/en/~/media/Files/Research/2007%20Dashboard%20of%20Economic%20Indicators.ashx 

 

136 Metro areas, 4 growth measures, 9 broad indicators with 38 different variables 



total 64 64 64 192

best 13 18 33 64

middle 17 24 23 64

worst 34 22 8 64
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Diversified economy 
 State capital 

 Nashville, Columbus, Denver, Sacramento  

 Public sector employment  
 Jacksonville, Sacramento 

 Construction 
 Denver—link with public investment 

Small portions of poorly educated population 

Minority Middle Class 
 Nashville 

Less spatial segregation 
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Diverse epistemic communities 

 “Like-minded networks of professionals 

whose authoritative claim to consensual 

knowledge provides them with unique source 

of power in decision-making processes.”  

 “Processes of interaction (interpretation, 

knowledge generation, action) often 

institutionalized when there’s a need for 

repeated interactions over extended periods 

of time” 

Not just WHAT you know but WHO you 

know it with 





The old social compact 

 Workplace compromise—work control versus 

employment stability 

 Nationalist Keynesianism—labor stability and 

macro-economic demand 

New social compact? 

 Must ensure economic growth and social stability 

 Must solve dilemmas of multiple stakeholders 

 Likely to emerge out of existing innovative 

institutional initiatives in regions 

 



Important spatial dimension of critical 

workforce activities 

 Lifelong learning and innovation 

 Untraded inter-dependencies 

 Production and social reproduction 

U.S. metros: 84% of population, 91% of 

GDP 

Regional innovation systems                

around the globe 



Employer associations shaping 

collective work processes 

 Innovation systems 

 Social and physical infrastructure 

investment 

 Quality of life initiatives/creative class 

Some public sector engagement 

 Public/private partnerships 

 Governance collaboration 

 



 

 

Guild-like structures: 
 Building stability through regional, occupationally-

based communities 

 Improving employment outcomes through building 

common mobility channels  

 



Regional unionism 
 SBCLC/Working Partnerships 

 Many other examples around the country 



 Community unionism and workers 
centers 
 Community-based and community-

led organizations that engage in a 
combination of service, advocacy, 
and organizing to provide support to 
low-wage workers.  



Economic processes driven by innovation, 

uncertainty, volatility, and networks 

Focusing only on ‘jobs’ hinders our ability 

to promote economic innovation or social 

well-being  

Instead, we need to think about promoting 

community-based careers in the regional 

workplace, with win-win-win opportunities 

Workforce development initiatives critical 

institutional infrastructure for diverse 

epistemic communities 




